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ABSTRACT 



The field test report on the "Construction Industry , 
Related Math" instructional unit f^v grade 7 is one of a series of V 
reports on the- Arizona developed Career Education Curricului Units. 
Presented is specific inforiation as to th^ success of the units in 
terms sof the learner's cognitive, affective, and psychomotor behavior 
according to expressed performance and behavioral objectives. 
Cognitive and student and teacher att^tudinal data Here collected 
fro* six sites and projects in Arizona^ Following the introduction, a 
brief description of fRe unit is given. The body of the document 
preswits and discusses various tables sfhoiring field test results in 
the following areast . (1) information describing the field test, 
including demographic characteristics of both participating teachers 
and learners, (2) attitudinal data from both- teachers and learners 
concerning the unit, (3) learner performance data on the lessons* 
specific items, and (tt) teacher recruitment, refinement data, 
analysis, and comments. Four brief t:oncluslons and recommendations 
are included. The document con cljades with two appendixes: statistics 
and tabular data on. student and teacher attitudes aftd a sample of the 
field test instrument paj^age--01II?AL (forms and questionnaires on / 
" student and teacher attfltudes and student perf^ormance) * (Author/BP) 
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.FOREV;ORt) 

So many hay6 contributed major, input to the field test 
.probesses of unit delivery, monitoring and instrument completion/ 



I 



■that it ia imp o asiblu .lu faxLx;aut note; and applaud individual 



-^effor^:^. .j: am sure that all those involved" in "this major team 
effart can sec how much has been accomplished and have ci posi- 
tive vvicw of its educational- significance for the young pepple 
of •Ari.zona. By docuipenliing and analyzing the, capabilities of 

.the cai^eer education uAit| tested, we all have contributed a \ 
positive boost to career edCicatiori in school districts acros;^" the 
state. * • 

The-€ask of Field Test Manager has been simplified tonsider- 

• . ^ ■ ■ * . 

ably by ox'Cellent staff support frbm the Mesa Public Schools 
Department of Research and Evaluation^ responsive assis^tancc ^ 
fr^Dm the State Department .of Education, and the effective manage^ 
mQnt shown by the field -test poordinatorls from t;he respective 
'field test projects.' > ^ * 
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■ *■ . • . . PREf'ACE ' 

This is one of a Series of jfiel^.tcst reports on ' 
?irizona daveloped Career Education Curriculum Units. .This # 
report presents unit specific field te st material. Another 
..repoyt in this series contains info.ripnf ion concerning ov^^gH 
•a;i field test rationale and compilation of results for all 

- f leM -iiesttsdr "GrriTs. - - ' »^ 

f ■ ♦ ^ • 
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. The work presented and reported herein was performed 
pursuant to contract from, the Arizona State Department of 

(Education*. * However, the opinions expressed herein do not 
necessarily reflect the position or policy of the Arizona 
State Department of Educatiorj and no official enddrsement 

* by the 'Arizona State Department of Education should be in 
j^erred. * • 
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INTRODUCTION 



.The major purpose of Aost innoval^ve programs such as' 
career education is to affect positively learners' cognitive/^ 
affective I and psychomotor behavior according to expressed 
performarice and behavioral ob*jectives. The present field test 
of career education curriculum units .is 'designed to examine 
the* success of the unit in terms of the above • Cdgnitive #ind^ 
attitud^nal data have -beerPcollect^ from sites and projects • 
-across the state^of Arizona • The following projects were in- 
volved in the effort of field testing the units: .-.Central 
Maricopa, Coconino, Mesa, Pima, Pinal, Roosevelt, Tri-County, 
WACOP, and Yavapai. " ^ ."^ 

Data, on the present Axivit, however, have been 'collected 
frpm the following site's: . * 







Classrociins 




cia'ssrooms 


Used In 


Project 


Requested. 


Analysis* 


3 

Coconino 


4 

•* 


1 


. Mesa * 


1 


0 


Pinal 


4 


3 


Roosevelt 


3 




Tri-County 


3 


3 


Xavapai 


3 




Total * 


18 





*Data received, in time for analysis, 

8 

• 1 



-Significant stati'stics^ a^c- presented and discussed' in 

■ • ' . . * ^ ' .* * 

the ^ieM Test Results section of this report. Other statis- 
tigs artd tabular data are presented in Appendix I of this* 
;r<fcport.^. ' ' . ; ^ . ^ ^ ^ . 
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• UNIT 'DESCRIiJTION 



CONSTRUCTI ON fUDU S TRY RELATED MATH 



jtrade 7: Construction Industry Related Mathematics , * 

This unit is intended to fajmiliarize students with various 

/ ' * , 

facets of^the construction industry, including the various 
occupations available and the skills and ttaining necessary 
to pursue an occupation in the industry. The final set of 
activities of the unit gives students an ^pportuiiity to plan 
a house and to compute the approximate cost of their "dream 
hous^." Opportunity is also provdd^ for the students to 
work with various constructiQu' industry related mathematics 
problems • ^ ^ 
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CONSTPUCTJLUN INDUSTRX ' RELATfeb MATH 



^^^^^ 



. This section the report presents the data sunimary 
and analysis for* the field test of the curriculum unit. An 
outline ot this section follows: 

description of^ the field test including demo- 

♦ s 

graphic characteristics of both participating 

• * 

teachers and learners. 

B. Attitudinal data from both teachers and .learners ^ 
^concerning the unit. 

• f 

C. Learner performance data on the lesson specific 
f 

items . » * 



D. Teacher rdfinement data, analysis and comment 
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this repfort was obtained from the pfojectB 



teachers, and learners described in the following tables ^ 

1. JLg<^^ners * / 

Table I presents demographic information on thef 
' leartieCiS that were feMOsed to the unit in the ^^^^^^^ 
test. Examining Table it can b^.se^n that th^T 
male and female learners areN^irly evenly reprfe-- 
5. aented. There was strong rejJres'^s^atiQn by the ^ p \* 
minority groups. Out of 402* l€|frno:^s, 50% (199) 
A^ere from minority l:>cickg rounds: 34%< (138) Spanish \ 
Surname, 8% (31) Black, 7% (28) American .Indran, ^ 
and 0.5.% (2) Ot;her. 

2. * Teachers 

Table II pnes-ents the* total number artd selected 

» . . * ft* * 

demographic characteristics^ of the teachers 

presenting the unit. ♦ ^ * 

It can be noted from Table II that 8 of the 1,0 

teachers that tauglit this unit were male. This o^n 

* ♦ ♦ 

best be* explained by the fact that this is basically 
'an industrial arts unit. . - - * 
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The median ye^ys. 6f esj^perience for this groilp falls 
between 1-5 yearis*. It should be noted tha^t 'this group- of 
teachers was quite sophisticated concerning career ediica-^ 
4:ion. Nine of the t^eachers were familiar with career 
educatipn; four had previously taught a career education* 
unit or program ^^and one had developed a cateer educatifll?i 
unit or program. • . ' 



ATTITUDINAL DATA 



Teacher Attitude* . 

• Included in each UNIVAL (Unit Evaluation Instrument) 
was an Instructor Attitudinal Data Sheet which asked 

two questions concerning attitudes toward 'career educa.- 

*• 

tion .in general and three questions cencernitig the 
teacher's attitude toward the unit (see Appendix II) * 

a. " Teacher' Attitude Toward Career Education '* 

' 1 — ■ ■ - — ■ ' • 

Examining the teachers 'general attitude toward 
career education (Table III) ijt can be seen that the 
mean response across questions and projects is a 
very* high 4.20; on a scale where 5 !is, the highest 
positive response. Of the 20 possible, responses/- 
^' • 18 (90%) are positive toward career education, and 
only 2 (10%) negative. . V 
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b, ' Teacher Attitude Toward the Unit 

Table IV summarizes the teacher attxt^de^ 
toward tshe unit# 
- ' The teachers* high positive Attitude toward* 

career education -seems to have carried, over. . 
very kittle to the teachers • attitude toward < 
' the unit.* The teachers show a slightly 3*37 

positive attitude, toward the unit. Of^the ^ . 
possible 30 responses, 19 {63%J are positive, 3 
' (10%) are' of no ioplnioni^ and 8 (2f%) negative, 
y ' Corirelatlonfii between the Teacher Attitude 

. to;ward career* education ^nd Teacher,^ Attitude 

^ toward the unit were hot significant (Appendix I) . 

- - -t * 

2. Learner Attitude , ' / * 

■\ • When tearner Attitude toward the unit is examined 
(Table V), we see a moderately positive feeling toward 
the unit across all projects. Of the 1856 responses 
x53% were positive toward /the unit, 33% no opinion^ 
. and 14% were negative toward the .unit. 
>^ Correlations between the Teacher 'Attitude toward 
,. \ the unit and' Learner Attitude were not aignifi- 

cant (Appendix 1). ' 



\ . 



ERIC 



17 

10 




i 



tn ^ 

c 

o 



< 

£-» 



EH 
Q 

o 

I 

Q 
D 

a 
<: 
w 



C 

■i 

o 
u 

in 



(D . 
<t3 m 



S 
25 



< 

o 



2: 
< 



O H 
O < ' 

o 
w z 2: 



w 
'2: 2: 



•2: m> 

M 

CU 

o 2: 



'04 1 



> 

M 
M 

E- O 

tf} 04 1Z 



H 
U 
W 

O 
(X 
&4 



O 
C 

c 
o 
o 
o 
u 



in 



CM 



O V£> 

o in 



o o 



o o 



O 



O CN ^ 



O CN 



CN 
CN 



CN 



CD *0 



O O 



s 

o 
u 

•H 

)^ 



0) 

> 

0) 
CO 

o 



CN 



00 



as 



O 
Eh 



18 



ax 



TABLE V _ 

■LEA'RNBR ATIITyOE TOWARDS UNIT 
(number/ percent and mean or COMPOSITE 
LEARNEST ATTITUDE RESPONSES) 



I DON'T 



YES/HAPPY 



ySAD 



PROJECT ^ 






N %■ 




% 


MEAN 


Goconino 


- 74 


■ * . 38 


93 


• 

.47 


2^^ 


15 


2.23 


Pinal 


" 226 


57 


135 


34 


37 y 




2.47 


Roosevelt 


391, 


55 


169 


24 


yi53 


/ 


2.33 


Tri-County 


302. 


55 


208 


3'^ 




"7 


2.48 

K 


^ : »i 

- 'yotal. 


993 


53 


605 


33 


258 


14 


2.40 ^, 



19 

12 



LEARNER PERFORMANCE 



In* order to examine learners' performance on the unit/ * 
an^ tt) assess how well the objectives of the unit are met, 
cumulative Scores ' over all the lesson items within the unit 
(total leatner scores) were examined. Table VI presents 
the total learner scores in percentages by projects. This 
score reflects the unit's overall success conceirning delivery 
of its objectives. / 

The scores from each project range from a low of 72% 
at Coconino to a high of 88% at Pinal. These responses 
appear uniform with no one-project varying far from the 
mean score (83%) thereby exerting a disproportionate 

influence.* - ^ 

•> , ■ • 

Various other data was collected from the teachers 

* ' / ^ * ' 

involved in the field test ^ of the units. 

The data collected included the following information: 
1. Teachers indicated whether' they had experi^cp 
in jobs other than teaching and whether this 
information helps in teaching the unit. It 
' * was found that 8 of the* 10 teacherfe (90%) 
had previous experience in a job ot'her than 

- ' ♦ " J i 

teaching. Of these eight / seven^ indicated that 
the previous experience helped ^i^n teaching the 
unit (Tables VII and VIII). 

* . / 20 

13 • 



TABLE VI 



\ 



NUMBER AND i*ERCENT OF CORRECT LEARNER RESPONSES 
TO LESSON IMBEDDED ITEMS FOR A GIVEN UNIT 



PROJECT . • 


RESPONSES 


NUMBER OP 
RESPONSES. 


PERCENT OF 
RESPONSES 


• Coconino 

f 


111 - 

• 


♦ 80 




Pinal 


217 


, 19 a ' 


• 88 


Roosevelt 


366 


311 


85. 


Tri-^County 


328 


271 ' 


83 


Total 

•* 


1022 


, 852 


. 83 



21 

14 
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• TABLE VIII : 

NUMBER AND RERCENT OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TAUGHT 
EACH UNIT BY WHETHER PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE HELPS 
IN CAREER EDUCATION 



* 

PROJECT : 


N 


% 


■' N 




NO 

PREVIOUS ' 
EXPERIENCE 
tl % 


. NUMBER 












» 






Coconino 


Q 


0 


0 


0 


1 


100 


1 


. Pinal 


2 


67 


1 


33 


0 




3 , 


Roosevelt 


3 


100 , 


■0 


0 


. 0 


. 0 . 


3 


Tri-County 


2 


67 . 




0. 




33 


3 


Total 


7- 


- ■ 70* 


* 

1 


10 


2 


20 * 

* • 


• 10 • • 



* 9 



23 ' • 



16 



2. The teachers wete* asked how many 'guest speakers 
.they used. Seven of the 10 -teachers (70%) 

did not use guest speakerjs^. . A total of 8 ^ 

. . guest speakers were in 1;he 10 classrooms, /: 

■» ' ' . ■ ■ . ■ * .. 

• (Table. IX) ' . • 

3. The teachers were also asl^^d to indicate th.e 
• amount of time devoted to the unit per week 

. ' and what time of day (AM or m) the unit was, 
Pjrimarily taught. The median number of hours 
spent per week teaching the unit fell between*. 
2-3 hours. ^ Four (40%) teachers taught thfe-^'unit • 
in the afterno6n while #6 ■ i60%) taught*. the unit 
in the morning. (Tables X and XI) 

4. The teachers were also asJced what kind of class- 
room or method of teaxjhing they used. Eight 

' ' (80%) of the classrooms were self-contained, 

and two (20%) wer-e.open classrooms. (Table' XII) 
Correlations were calculated b6tveenthe above data 
and Student Attitude, Teacher Attitude and Student 
Performance. No significant correlations \exe found. 

L \ 

■ ^- y 



I 



24 

17 
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TABLE IX 



1. 



NUMBER AND PERCENT OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TitUGHT EACH 
UNIT BY THE NUMBER OF GUEST SPEAKERS USED 



TOTAL 





• 


PROJECT 


N 


% 


n' 


% 


•• N 


%* 


N 


% 


N 


• % 


NUMBER 


• 




• 

Coconino 


1 


100 * 


0 ■ 




0 


0 


0 


,0 


0 


. 0 


• l' 






Pinal 


2 


67 


0 * 


0 


1 


33 *. 


0 


' 0 


0 


•* 0 








* Roosevelt 


2 


67 


0 


0 


; 0 


0 


1 - 


33 


0 


0 


3 


• 




Tri-^County • 


2 


. 67 


0- 


- 0 


. - 0 


0 • 


1 ■ 


33 


0 


0 ^ 


'3 , 




4> 


Total ' 


7 


.70 


0 


0 


1 


10 


2 


20 

1 , 


' Q 


6 


10 
> 



. V 



ERIC ^ 



25 

18 



\ 



6h 

M 

D 

< 

Eh U 

a w 

D 

< 



a 
o 



C/3 

o 

U 
D 

/ w a 

o 2: 

o o 

W Eh 

9 9 
< 5l 

Or: tM 
CQ ♦ 
D 



o D 

Eh 2: 



03 2: « 

o a: 

^ E^ io 



in w 



C4 W 

n or 



W i5 (X 
U) < « 

•4 H 



O 

s 



o rn o O 



o ro ro/ 



o 



o 4 o o .0 



0000 



o 

c: 

c: 
o 
a 
0 
u 



c 



(D 
> 

o 



c 

o 
u 
I 



o 



65 

r4 



o 



o . 



O 
Eh 




26 



1- 



li^TABLE XI 

.NUMBER AND PERCENT OP INSTRUQTORS THAT TAUGHT 
EACH- UNIT BY. TIME mUGHT 



. ' AM - JPM , -■ • TOTAL 

■ PROJECT N % n ' *" % ' . NUMBER 

















Coconino 




0 


0 


* 

1 


100 


1 


Pinal 




. 1 


33 


2 


67 


3 


Roosevelt 


^ • 


. 2 


67 


1 


33 


. 3 




r 


* 








Tri-Coupty 




3 


100 . 


0 . 




3 


Total , 




» 

6 


6 0 


4 


40 


10 

















TABLE XII 



. NUMBER OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TApGHT EACH UNIT 
BY TYPE OF CLASSROOM AND METHOD OF, TEACHING 



PROJECT 



OPEN , 
CLASSROOM 
N % 



SELF 
CONTAINED 
N % 



TEAM 
TAUGHT 
N % 



Coconino 


0 


- 0 


1- 


100 


' 0 - 


0 




- Pinal 


'1 


33 


2 


67 ' 


0 


0 




Roosevelt 


6 : 


0 . 


3 


lOO'- 


,0 . 


0- 




Tri-County 


.1 


33 


2 ■ 


\ 67 




0 




Total 
— — ^- ' i 


2. 


20 


8 ■ 


80 




0 
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TEACHER I^EFINEMBNT^ 
ANALYSIS AND COMMENTS 



Specific revision data was obtained by asking the 
field test teachers' to make coitmvents regarding each 
lesson taught. These conunents w,ere solicited in the 
UNIVAL. • * • i . 

The' following list represents a/composite of teacher 

■ ■ ' ' ■ / 

,' conmcients regarding the various aspects of the unit, as 
well as a lesson by lesson oritique of' the unit. These 
comments have been analyzed and recommendations for 
revision presented. ' - * * 

TEACHER COMMENTS 

• • • . . . 

When reading the teacher 'comments it should b?^noted 

^ , *■ 

that not all teachers respond to the open emJfed items. 
Therefor^, some of^he responses seem inconsistent with 
the teapher responses to the closed items. The closed ' s 

' items, it is felt/ reflect a true^attitude toward the 
unit over £he teachers sampled. The teacher comments are 
from selected teachers that felt strongly enough to take 
the opportunity to respond. The comments are, therefore / 

. more for curricultim refinement than for overall evaluation 
of the unit. 
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:oconino: 



Pinal: 



Rooseveltf 



Tri'-County ; 



'Treacher and stftrdent^ enjoyed the ufiit. 
The only problem wa^/the^tiidehts . weire 
weak in math f und*amentals« 
Geared to students on 7th- grade level. 
Didn't really show the .-need for math.. 
Metric unit needs to ibe taught first. 
Need more time for -metrics • ^JPnjoyedv 
unit. Well received by students^x. . 
Introduction, to met3p:j^c avsten needed ft; 
Probably would be more relevant on 
8th grade level. 

Good unit — indicates importance of 
math.. Doesn't rqally relate to thpse 
'not interested in construction* 
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The relevant data collected during the field test is 
summarized below: . - 

1. A total of 402 leayners were exposed to this unit in 

4 of the 9 participating projects. ' Fifty-three/ 
percent of the learners were male anii,$0% represent- 

•atives of minority backgrounds* 

2. Of the 10 teachers that presented the unit 8 were 
^\ male, the median yea,rs. of experience was between 

1-5 years, and 5 had taught- or developed career 
education material. " 
' 3. Teachers expressed a very ^sitive^ a ttitudfr, toward 
career education in general (4.2^ on a scale where 

5 was the highest positive response). Though still 

♦ • 
*' * positive, the teachers' attitude toward tthis 

particular unit was quite a bit, lower (3.37). 

4. The learners also exhibited a slightly positive 

attitude toward the unit with 53% of the 1856 

responses positive, 33% no opinion, and 14% • 

negative. ^ 
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The learners' overall performance was high (83% 
correct) . There was very little variability across 
lessons and units. / 
A list of t^he teachers critical, coniments and 
recommendations was presented in the body of this 



report. 



^ . 
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Future users of this unit should review the unit in 
its entirety paying particular attention to the 
xiCntent of each activity noting when during their 
teaching year it is best to be taught. 
During installation .the teachers, while not con- 
strained by field testing, should ^e made aware 
that the lessorts as presented are only suggestions 
and may be modified,- resequenced/ .augmented or - 
reduced as desired. 

This unit presents a wide range of activity 
suggestions, many of which may be extracted to 
consijitute an enrichment program in addition to 
the unit. 

Learner Attitude (2.40) and Teacher Attitude (3.37) 
are quite low for this unit. However, Student 
Performance is a moderately high 83%. It is 
recommended, however, that this unit be included • 
in- the implementation phase of curriculum develop- 
ment. Even though teacher and learner attitudes 
are low, they are still positive. 
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V APPENDIX I 
Additional Data 
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Mean Instructor Attitude Toward the ynit by Mean Learner 
Attitude • ' i. 



Instructor 
Unit 



Learner 



Coconino 

• • 


1 . • 

1 


* 

3.33 


.2.23 


Pinal 


1 - 

2 . 
3 


. ■ 2.00 
3.33 

2.33" .* , 


t 

* , • / 
2.47 


Roosevelt 


1 . 

1 

• 

3 


4.00 . ^ 

• 

4.00 
4.00 


^ 2.01 
1.78 * 

■ 

2.64 . 


Tri-COunty 


' 1 

* 

2 

3 


?.67 
. 3.67 
' .3.33 


2.44 
' 2.52 J, 
2.48 



Mean Sttident attitude by Time of Day Unit Taught '' 



Project 



Teiichers . 



Student 
Attitude 



Timis of day 
1=PM - 2=AM 



Coconino 



2.23 



Pinal 



' 2 



. 2.47 



2 

« 

1 



Roosevelt 



'1 

# 

2 

3 



2 -.01 
1.78 
2.64 



.2 



.1 



Tri-County 



•(I- 



r = 0.46 



1 
2 



2.44 



2.52 



2.48 
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Mean Learners Performance on a Unit by* Mean Instructoi; Attitude 
Toward the Unit '* ^' - 





4» 

'Teacher # 




♦ *I^earner 
Performance* 


Unit 
Attitude . 


. Coconino 


.1 


72 


3.33 


Pinal 


1 




< • 


. 2.00. 


* 


3 • 




88 

4 


3.33 
2.33 


^ 1— 

Rposevelt 








4.00 




2 " ' 




74. 


4.00 




3 . 




91 


4.00 


« ' ' ' ' v< 

* * 

^Tri**County 


• 1 . • 




77 


3.67 




* 

^ 2 
' 3 


t 


95 


3^67 
3.33 

* 

* 



. ■ r. «*' 0. 07 . ' ■ 

♦Percent of students attaining unit objectives 



Mean Instructor A4:titude Toward The Unit by Instructor Attitude 
Toward Career Education . ' * 



Project* 


Teacher # 


Instructor 
' Unit 
Attitude 
(ques.3-^5) 


Instructoi; 
Attitude . 
Career £d. 
(•qu0s.l',2). ■ 


1 Coconino 


v 

•1 


^ 

3.33 


4.00 


Pinal 


l\ 


2.00 


3.00 ' ■ 

* 


• 


: ' 2 


3.33 


3.00 . 




3 


2.33 


• 4.50 * 

* 


Roosevelt 


1 • 


4.00 


' ' 5.00 




2 


4.00 


5.00 


y 


3 ' . ■ 


4.00 


4.50 - 


^ri-^County 


ft 


•3.67 
• 


4.00 


* * 


2 


3,67 


4.00 


* • 


3 


3.33 


4.50 


« 

r = .0.55 ^ 








* * 








• • 

« 








• 

i 




t 




i - . 

} 


« 


m 


• 
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Mean Student Perfdtmanc'e by Time of Day Unit Taught 



* 




♦Learner . 


Time of day 


Pro::jeet _ 


Teacher # 


' Perforftiance * 


l=pm 2=»am 


Coconino * 


> • 


72 

** 


• 

♦ 

1 


Pinal 


„ 


■ - 


1 


• 


2 


. 88 






3 •.. 

■V 


• • • • 


1 


lioosevelt 


. . ; V, . ,. 

1 ■;■ • -■' 


• • 86 ■ 


— • 

. 2 






74 


1 


• 




* 91 


2 


Tfi -County ^ 




• * * 

77 


2 • 




■'' 2 


70. 


2 ' 


• ♦ 
• ♦ 




*, 95 


2 








4 



f = 0.32 ' ' . ' - - 

- - • ... 

*eercent of students fittaifiing unit Qbjectives 
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APPENDIX II ^ * ^ 

UNIVAL. . 



/ 
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FIEli) TEST INSTRUMENT PACKAGE 




*** -. 



CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRYJ^ELATED M^iTHEMATICS . 
. GRADE LEVEL: 7 . 



PART I 

. CAREER EDUCATION FIELD TEST 
PROGRAM INFORMATION 



Please print : 

Instructor ■ School, 



Unit or Kit title District. 
Grade Level- ' " ' I Project__ 



Date unit or Kit introduced in the elaairoom / . — / , 

' . mo. day y«*r 

Student data: (*the numbers should agree) . 



♦Total nutober of students exposed rto the unit ^ 

♦Number of sttidents of eacl[i sex: a/ male > b* female^ 

♦Nuniber of students in each ethnic group: 

a. American Indian . d. Apglo White^ ^ 

b- ^ Black ^ ' e. Other 

^ c. Spanish* Surname \ * - 

DIRECTIONS: Circle the lett-er of ynur a]lswt.^ in each of the 
following euVstionrii. . 

Teacher^: . * - 

How many year? have^you* worked in the field of education? , 
a. Lesfi than one d, 11-15 years 

l-5Vears More than 15 years 

c. 6*10 years 

Which of the folXpvlng would best describe your exposure to 
Career Education .co date)* i have: . 

a. . Deyeloptid a Career feducation ynit or program 

b. Taught a Career Education unit or program 

c. Read a Career Edupation unit or progr'an 

d. Had some exposure to CAreer Education 
«. Had no exDOSure tp' Career Education 



What is^your »ex? 

* * . . ■ ■ ■■ . 

' *• 

A. Male ■- ' , 

. * . # * ■ _ . 

Is year classrckml <»ore than CAC anmrer Miy b« applicable) 

a* Open ^' " ^ 

b*. Self^contained^^ 
tream taught 

Nhat tlnus of day were the le«»on« taught (pr a d o ai n e n tly ^ ? 

a. AK 

■'■ b. PM • ' . 

How much time did you devote to the unit each 'we^? 
a V Letts th«^ii l hour ^ 

b. - 1-2 houra^ . ; J]: ^ 

d. 3^5 hou^s V 

e. More than 5 .^urs 

How many guest speakers were used in conjunction with the 

unit? \ ^ ' . 

. a. . 0 

b. • ♦ . 

c c. 2 '* 

* • . 

♦ 

d. 3 • . • ■ 

. ' ' ' 

e ^ 4 or more » . ' 

Have you had anqther occupation ^ther than teaching? 

a. social sciences e^ Technical 

b. Physical sciences f. Constj^tion 

c. Chemical sciences g* Zi^ustry 

d« Business h. ^ 
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Did thi« expari^nc* help in t««ohiii9 the C*x—t Idiication 
unit? 

• b. Ho '* ■ . 
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PART II 



Difections: 



' . Lfearner Perf ormamce Data ^ 

Please provide an indication of how well the . 
lessons delivered the performance objectives . 
The lesson numbers and methods of evaluation 
for each have been indicated. . Page numbers, 
objective specifications, and item numbers are 
indicated as appropriate. .Please indicate the 
total number of learners responding. Then record 
the ntimber that responded correctly. Complete 
this form a^ you teach each lesson of the unit. 




Construction Industry Related Mathematics 
Grade Level 7 




ZMtruetor AttitodiiMa M« 



tiM hMtdiag that dMeribte yoor 



obAOlc in tiM box 





•txoagiy 
A«F«o 




lo 




lufoiftffiy 

Diaafxoa 


ciaoiM in stfbjoot 
loTol wo«ld hm\ 
1. aom iwiiiff ttl -apA/to^ 
' vmnt if £eeiM4 atwad 
Caxmt Maofttlon 9l»loo- 
tiiw. • 


■ < 










Canor iduoatlon is jnst 
2* mauMT fu tnat inii 
»oon b> foroottn* 


« 






♦ 


— 1 


Afttr MiaiMl s^isioBS 
'tliit ORit will bo 
zoody foe staMMids 
tfiftribtttion* ' 


t 










* , f'. ' . 
tiMi looznino aetivitioa 
4. «ox« vosy of fi^tivo i» 
liolpiiig MMt tho por- 
fogmnoa Btofd. 










« 


Ij^ oofttant of tho oait 
5. tialatoa diraotly to ay 
raaalar elaaa oroaraii. 






• 


• 





Zadioata balow any furthar 
'iiaalaiaaaaa of tha unit.' 



ooaMnta oonoaniiag tha 



atrw^fft^a 



or 



PART (Continusd) ^ 

Leamsr Attitudinal Data 

^ On th« following page is an attitudinal survay Which 
wa would liJta your learnara to reapqnd to. Plaaaa raaove 
that paga froai this instrumant and raprodnca anough copias 
for aach of your laamars. Wa faal that it would ba bast 
if your laamars raspondad to this suiyay at tha co«plation « 
of tha unit*. ■ ' If your laamars do not hava Him naadad reading 
ability to oowplata tha survay, plaasa raad and axplain tha 
itana to than. Aftar tha laamars have complatad tha survey, 
plaasa tally their responses and record the total number of 
leamers responding in each aumner of the form provided 
below . - „ • - 





YES 




I DON'T 
CXRB 


NO 


1. 
























2. 






















3. 


■* 




















4. 
























HAPPY ' 




OK, 


SAO 


5. 




* 










7. 
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fKSa 111 (cont'd) 



LBARNSlt ATTZTODZIIAL FO 



o 

ERIC 



Woald you want to know nore 
about what w« hav« laarnad 
in thasa lassona? 



Do you know nore now about 
thaaa laaaoaa than bafora? 



3. Wara tha lassona intareating 

to you? 



4. Do you think that next yaar'a 
. claaa ahould ba givan thaaa 
laaaona? 



5. How did you feel about tha 
laaaona? 



6. Ho^ did most of your other 
clasainatas faal about tha 
laaaona? 



7. How did your teacher feel 
about tha lasaons? 
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YES Z OOM'T CAXiS 

AO, 
A O 
AO' 

AO. 



NO 



HAPPY 




OK 



A O 

A O 
O 





SAD 
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